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lords might be 'strengthened rather than weakened' by a course
of bill-wrecking. But he reasoned from false analogy. The com-
mons majority behind the liberal governments of 1893-5 was
tiny, and from the outset crumbling; without the Irish they would
usually have been in a minority of 40 or 50. It might be fairly
questioned, how far the electorate really stood behind them for
anything; and the lords, when they rejected their bills, could
claim to be giving the country the benefit of a bona-fide doubt.
How different in 1906, when the liberal government was fresh
from winning at the polls the greatest victory on record, and had
an enormous house of commons majority elected by unprece-
dented turnovers of votes! All that Lord Rosebery had urged in >
1894 about the impolicy of allowing what should be a revising-
power over the work of both parties to degenerate into a blocking-
power against the work of one, was now to receive naked and
unashamed illustration. The Constitution was to be exploited
with no scruples regarding fair play—a course bound eventually
to cause fatal collision with the fair-play instincts of common
Englishmen.
In the light of post-war democracy no student can avoid ask-
ing, how practical men like Balfour and Lansdowne—the former
of high and the latter of flexible intelligence—could be so short-
sighted. The psychology of it was that both were aristocrats born
in the purple. They belonged to, they led in, and they felt them-
selves charged with the fortunes of, a small privileged class;
which for centuries had exercised a sort of collective kingship,
and at the bottom of its thinking instinctively believed that it had
a divine right to do so. Passionately devoted to the greatness of
England, these men were convinced that she owed it to patrician
rule. In their view her nineteenth-century parliamentarism had
worked successfully, because the personnel of parliaments and
cabinets was still (with a few much-resented exceptions like
Bright) upper-class, and the function of the lower orders was
limited to giving the system a popular imprimatur by helping to
choose which of two aristocratic parties should hold office. Tory
democracy, as Disraeli put it forward, and as it was exemplified
in his 1867 franchise extension, did not depart from this view; its
assumption being that the wider the electorate, the less chance
it would have of behaving as anything but an electorate, and that
the more the poor voted, the stronger would be the position of the
popularly-revered old families as against middle-class upstarts

